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According to Charles Lindblcn, p@llcy-makéxﬁ are

- faceﬁ Elth sSo many canst:alnts that, rather thanp using zatasnglf'~ /
madéls of problem-solving, they are fgrcéé merely to “muédlez?a B

" through." However, muddling through is not cnly a neces =i s it is
often desirable. Experiéence designing and managing an aamlnlstratars'
Aaevelgpment program suggested that muddling thrcugh can Lké¢ a virtue.:
‘Several characteristics of "muddling through," as defined by :
Lindblom, were present in the program. The process of éhccging
policies was intertwined with the prccess cf- ‘chcosing“°values. Program
goals changed as the prég:am progressed., The criterion for gcad :
policy was everyone agreeing onm it. Policy vas ‘constantly nade and
renade. Timing of policy decisions deperded on circumstances rather

. than a set schedule. Muaﬂllng through vas used intenticnally as a
normative strategy 'in this progran for -three reasons: adult learning.
is most preocductive when the learner particifpates in the 6651gn of t?e

learning program;: pfcgram managers wanted tc take aﬂvantagé of

. "opportunism® or the use of the environment as a rescurce for program

a'aevelﬂpment. and the success of the prcdrar was dependent on an
ongoing accommcdation between the SpONSOLs . cf the pregran and the
school systems that partlﬁlpatéa in“it, A new challenge for
adpinistrative science is to help adm;n;st:ata:€ muédle -tkrcugh

better. (§uthar/Jﬂ)
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o~ ‘g Iﬂ his famaus aftiﬁlé, "Thé Scien Muddling Through”, Charles Llndblcm |
, ti:; - asserts that: paiiﬂyzakEfS béhaviar @qg£>?nt%;ﬂnform to ;hE-QQ:métivé_grECEptsa

D1 embodted.in tfa@itiﬂﬂair“fatiﬂﬁal,c@épréﬁéié£§éé piaELEm;séiéing theory.

Led

- Lindblom attributas tha disgamtinnity betwean thenryand ptactice ta circumstances

such as vaguely d flned or ingﬂnsistent guals iﬁmited infﬂrmaticn abaut “

£

&

gltarnatives andktheir Eﬂnsequénces,‘distfibuted pgwer bases, and uncantrallablé

*cantextual phénnmena-‘ Togather Ehese cifgumstamces make adherence tm Ehe

ce "rational campréhensive model “impassible'

-

1 - use the‘methad

Df suece

"success ive limited campaFiSﬂnS .

essive 1imited campafiscns

"We -disagree, Based qﬁ our

/
e
Etudy of muddling throu

i

=
ugh in

Administfatﬂrs, says Lindblnm,

Faced with, sach ccnstraintsradmiﬁ—'g,

[}

istrators muddlé threugh" By émploying a decisioﬁ—mak;ng methad charagte:ized by;

e f Iced tu'
ai;a_é_sg__

Cemp 1as is added) (Iiﬁdblnm; 1959)-

a fleld setting,

we Suggest Ehat Lindblom made a fundamental error when he attributed ﬁuddling

, o négéssityg Huddling)thrgugh can be a narmative Strategy, canscieusly ‘chos

.

*‘ﬂeeéssity;

o
as a device for optimizing ptogfam success. g

In our view is ecrreét;=then the task of administfati

¥
Muddling’

is a virtue, not just a

ienzg:is

ct simply to dev#lnp caleuylation aids degigﬁed to surmount the limits of

Ea’?’ianality, i,e, aids Sm:h as PPBS PE{T }BD and the like.

Paper prepared for presentaﬁian at Amari:an qucatianal Research Agacciatiqn
Conventinn, Targnt@, March 30, 1978

* must be to help administratafs muddle better.

/%
)

Prlnted ln U.s

.

The task also

o
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; eteted by Lindblem* . That ie, do edmiﬁie*retere muddle beeauee t@ey muet?

seheel eyeteme. The netee end eeeerveﬁiene we eeeembled de:lng t%e eeuree of

P , ¢ Lo e . B

‘Befeeef%e get inte our dete and eur enalyelef we\ehemlé eete thet Liﬂdblem S

.x;

muddling thfeugh medel he no eived the " degfee ef empitieal enalVeis thet it

S e . : . . LR
{ . AN

deeervee. Coﬂeequently eee? efueiel queetiene ebeu; the madel heve net beeﬂ

aekedir If administrators muﬁdle: does their muddliﬂg embedv the feeturee set

ferth Ln Lindblem model? If muddlingieeeure, &eee it eee&r fer tﬁe reeeen
e DTN | NN

13 = ) \

pos eible te dieiinguieh between meddling peefly End muddling well? If ee, hew?

Reeently we heﬂ Geeee;en to give ettentien te eueh queetiene; During B

-

1972;75 we were reepenelble for %he aeelgn and implemeﬂtetian ef‘e @refeeeieﬂel
aeveiepment preg:em fer on-the=job hlgh eeheel edminietretere in lerge eiﬁy <

’ v\

our lnvelvement in the Pregrem Erev1de the beeie for our eritielem of Lindblem“

= &
[ .

Cpeaed. | A
Details ef the eeheel edﬁlnietretere' develepment pregrem e:e;eegeribed f\;‘

elsevhere (Kritek 1976 Celten‘et‘al., 1975)i Here it ie uffleienﬁ te neﬁe o

L

thet the pregreﬁ as eperetienelieed invelved five?eit;ee ger yeer.\ Eeeh eety :

was represented by flve high eehee; edminietretere (eelled “Fellowe“) whe elleeeted ‘
N . ‘ .

25=BG days’ te pregrem eetivitiee éﬂring a yeer. Some of those deye were used

for individuel;zed activities eueh as ettendenee at prgfeeeienel seminars and

&l", ' & ; ]
Werkshepe. Some. ‘vere ueed for group eetlv1eiee 1nve1ving ether Fellewe in the -
2 o\

game eity.‘ Some were utilized for meetinge invelving*ell of the Fellewe from

all of the eitlee. There was egyeftatime "leeel eeerdineter -—ueuelly an eeedamie

type—:gn each perﬁielpeting\elty, plue a,small central eteff (us).

Designing end eperetlng the pregrem preeented a host .of pelieyatype

prebleme. Who would pertieipete? Dn.whet terms? Whet activities weuld be .

eoﬂdueted? How weuld funds be elleceted? By vhom? Who was eeeeunteble te who,

"emd'fef‘wh t? To dee; with theee qpeetlene vie muddied threugh. In the preeeee'

ks

ee leerned eeverel thinge ebeut muddling ‘through. First, Lindblom's ieeerlptien,

)

ef muddling 1% essentially eeﬁfect hewefer ve di%\fdenfify another feature of
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'_mudfliing t‘hrﬂugh@ SEEDI’LCI; WE 123)‘3‘1&[1 that wa WEI‘E muddling thr@ugl'j becausa

\\ 11&1%5 tﬂ mudiliug thraugh, and that there are .Ways cf mim;mizing the effects
,\\\ #1

BN \\af these limit é; lﬂwing our ﬁiscu551ag of these matté:s, wve will :Qﬁclude
AR .‘\\'

\g br\suggesting that ﬂthér iﬂfestzgatars may find it useiul ta meidle with the

\ Q'_»fl\ l.,Descriptive Adequ&cy of the Muddling,ThTﬂugh Model

L

o to desgribe our behavmr. Eut we ?ad not try 6 E}fEmPlii‘;&' in our behavior the

- elements @f Llndblam's maiel, f@r ihe nodel was nat, as ve understagd it then,
. . b

a presariptive Eﬂdél ﬁev hc?ever, recgmatrueting events, we . finé th&t the

five specifis features of mudiljug pcsited by Li&iblam were éviient iﬁ our

ﬁctianss“'ft égé . . i B o B :‘v 3 . o L

- L . q

_ﬁ Intertwimeﬂ gvaiu&tiﬂn and empirical analysis . \ o B ;r'v .

One Ef ﬁhe features of muddling thraugh, a:cardlng to Lindblam, is that
§ §
ﬁh% PrDCESE of Ch@Dﬁﬁhg policies is inextrlﬁahly 1inked with ﬁhé pré:ess of

& 1

; ehgasing values. Tﬁe adaptiun of & pallcy necessarily affects prﬂgram values
W .

o) abjectlvesg At the same ﬁime, says Zlﬁdblgm, @alicy chsiﬁes typically are

ie at the ma:gin. Hexe ig an example of thesg phenamena at wark. Our lnitial

' Cﬂﬂﬂeptualizabian of thé pragram embraced twc Values. Dneg pr@ﬂuctivity, was
-5ﬁ§éf&ti§na1;23i in & paliey specifylng that each Fellew vag- to selegt some
'yrab;em.@f interest gnd then désign, implement and evaluate a solution ha that

?rnblgm. This PTGEEEE became known as aaing a praject" ‘Re saurces vere allﬁa

CEtPﬁ tﬂ itf’ A seeaﬂa ‘value was ta have the Fellaws inv&Jved in tﬁé avarall

. deaigg of the prﬂgfaﬂpﬁﬂ value manifestea in a policy prnvi&ing for @eri@dic

.

muﬂdling thrﬁugh madel, ag ve "did. s S _' :i

WE kﬁev ve vére ﬁuddliﬂg. iIn fact from the begiﬂs;ng we- usea that term.
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sssessments of the program by the Felloﬁe themeelvee. Theee two §e1iciee/veluee

. elashed when geveral Fellows eneeuntered &iffieulty in defining or exeeutlng

rﬁjeetsr The negative assessments led to & decieian to "drop the Prcjecte -

Eut this 1eft fhe preauetivlty value without a pelley to implement 1t.' Mereever

=

ﬁhe deeieien Wag “at the margin' Fellcwe eueeeeefully engeged in prejecte kept
aeing-them;

A gecond exempie of intertwined evaluation and empirical e;ebyeie wee'
refleeted Eu the eontinuing teneien between "local" and "eeemepalitee" orien-
taetions. High Velue was attached te leeeliem and the use of local resources.
At the same time we wanted to “breeden horizons" through contacts with natienel
resources, In the first summer workghop we adopted a 1eeeliet value; the werk,\
ghop was held at a femete.eeteing'where euteide eeﬁeultente were unavailable
and ynwanted. The feedback was bad heweVer, and so ehe next eummef workshop .

was held in a dewntDWB hotel and several ﬁatianelly prumineﬁt eaﬂeulﬁaﬂte

were employed. Again, a shift in policy was inextricably linked with a ehlft
in vglge/geel orientation, However the shift was at the margin; both leeeliet,

and cosmopolitan valuee~remeined present in the overall ?regrem;
B, Sigg;teneeue_mee;eeenéefeﬁelye;e

4

The choice of the participation value as ketched in the ﬁreviaue
peragraph required changes 1n ult;mete program geele. Exposure to and enelyeie
of nev ideas and gdministrative techniques became 1mpl;e1t program geele as
e retreeted freﬁ the.emphaeie on projects, 11eweh19 itself beeemehgeel asg
k- beeeme evident that the Principelehin was & Very lenely jeb As enether
exanple) original plans eelleﬂ fer staff members to work iﬂdividueL;y=with
?ellowe, diagnoeing their needs end preeefibing experiences to meet those neeae.

\ﬁauever time constraints eventuelly fereed the eecrdinetere in eeeh city to work

- with the Fellows as & grgupﬁbend an explicit goal of the pregrem becane eget of

T
&

P



forming suppartive relatignShiﬁs‘amaﬂg the‘Féll@#s in eath tity. .

-

C. Thé agreement test cf gnad;pali%g

The coordinators' (aﬁd staff members) dda- nat tatally agree on the relgtive

Il

. values attached to the praject facﬁs and the need to maximize partic;pant de—r
térmiﬂatiaﬂ. Given the situgti@n"hawevér, we did aerea that the ultimate shape
Acf the program (as it develapea during the year) vas a@prﬂpriate and de izableif
Fu:ther the Fellaws enthusiaam for the pragréﬁ;zaaé &8 thei: needs and goals
were more diréctly addressed in the latter half of the yegr; The administrative
agreement on #ga@d pélicy",wis»fcgﬁglized iﬁ the program design for the second
year, | i 7

'

131;Nén-icg;mgréhgﬂ,sijg analysis =~ h ~

+

:We ngve:“evén tried to cansider all impértsnt;passible dutcomes, all

impcrtant alternative pragram de Si g or all relevant values. Thus we avoided

analysis paralysis '—even %haugh we Paid a @rice*laﬁe% when ‘we had ﬁé‘GﬂanDﬂt‘

the results of our Dwn bad judgments. We “can :lta examples Qf negleﬁtlng two

H

imp@rtant possible Qutcames-!examples of neglect that came ba¢k4ta hauﬁt us.

B

The Fruétratiaﬁ that accompanied fan]ure to implement PFGJEGtS was not anticrpated

fully and :@nsaquénz]y no pr@visians.were made for dealing.withrlt. We did

=

énticié%te that the Fellows would want to partiéipgte in-designing the pragraﬁ}

* we did not Entlclpate the canfuslén that deve]ﬂpeﬂ because we would not state
, ,

expli:utly what we th@ught DbJeatIVES shnuld be or p]ans for achieving those DbJECtIVES.

E, Successive comparisons

.Y For Lindblom “p@licy is not made énce and for all, it 1s ma&é'and:reemadev
‘endléSEly." We were not engaged in an experlment in which variables had %o be
held constant. We incorporated a fgrmatlve EVEluatian capacity within ﬁhe prggram

end planned from the beginning to adjust means and enis in the light cf.evaluative

Q ) b c :‘vﬁ. . -} N\




,'findings. Tﬁis'pfacéss,is mast eléarly seen as wé=ﬁavéi from #ear éne to yéar
tvo but even within the first -progran year the game pracess is igident. ‘When
the prajectslpraved an obstacle tc some of the Fellows a declsion was made to . -
de—emphasisé "dﬂ;ng a prgject" in farer ﬁf the 1ess threaten;ng prafessianal

] aevelapmént. our eha;ces were made “to allev;ate identified ;115 rather than

" to pr@méte well-defined future states, : Co

“E._An additional characteristi< of huddling thi

Pgrhaps ve hLave spid en@ugh to 1nﬂigate that we think that the fi?é.

‘ “main elements of Lindblmm desgript:an af the muﬁdling through prngess were

" reflected in iat& we gollegted as participant_ahserv§rs_ Eu:ther, we can.
E tegtatively sugéesf 8 sixfh,ééﬁﬁagent of mﬁ&dling ?hiéhlsupplements the fi}é
ﬂ ¢ ibed by Lindblcm. It is this: the timingief'pclicy decisiens ié’based’
upcn Eircumstances rather than upgﬂ an a 'rluri schedule.j Péftiy, this is
.the Eqpeakly vheel" phencmenan practices pérpetuatea,themse;ves until they L
became unbearable.l We sav . thig in the. declsion to drap the idea of "doing &' :
;préject“, mentianea abave. Anaﬁher a5pee€ cf timing has t@ dg with social -
?‘circumstafcesi When it beéame sppa:ent that one staff member was encaunteriﬂg
: difficulties in ieal:ng with the Feligvs in hia clty, an interVEﬂtion was
. timed to dceour 1n a %glatively cangenlal setting, i. ee 1nfarmally, in a Ear,
iafter some drinks- There also are natural ﬁurning points in a prag:am_vhic@r
~affect the t;mimg of policy decisions. In aurvcasé, the end of one year and the

beginning éf a secgnd pravided a natural paint for intr@aucing a number of

- policy maéifizati@ns.

27 Mud&ling Thrauph aE a8 Narmative Strategy

; Unqnestianably it 15 true that ve caulg not hSTE exemplified the ela551cal
_“Iaticnal comprehensive" degisiﬂnem&kingsmadel even Jig?é had wanted tgi The

e . L ‘.‘ L | ‘ " S ﬁ; kl :' o . ' r




( ccnstraiﬂts wh;cb Llnﬂhlgm, Slméﬂ, and others hav ,aeﬁ&iflea as inhlhiﬁing the

use Qf the glass;cal mcﬂel Were pregent in our situatian. Goals were unelear

*

g’r inccnsistent; inf@rmatiaﬁ a,bﬁut alternatives and their_ consequences wﬁs; ‘ A
3 1imited-’pb§éf vas dispéfséd ané contextual evenﬁs wéré beyanﬁ au;.ccnfifla
But uuf data indicate tham other factgrs p:empted our mudaling behavior, These

factc:s, eoupled with thé absence © ﬂ ta indicating that we nade serigus Effart&

v
ta overcome the limits on ratianality, guggest to us that we vere muidling by

Hé are able ta identify three “Factors which'prcmpted our adaptlgp af 3

X _mudaling thraugh as normative str&tegy. The flrst which we sh&ll label .
“peaagaglcal theary", vas & eanvictian that adult learning 45 most praductive B

=

7 ﬁhgn the\learner partlcipates in the dés;gn of his/her QWﬁ learning prggram.—. o -

ihe Bécani factéf— “@ppartunism'g was reflégtea 1n»the treatmegt of ecmplex

envirgnménfs as resources fgr prcgram ievelgﬁment rathe: tﬁam 88 harriers to
raticnality. Bﬂrraving a phrage elabgrgﬁed by Da;e Mann 1ast yeaf gt this’

ccnventi@n, ve call the third fa:tgr the user—driven syst@m" factur, essentially nrgff'

& )

- HE reeagnized that the sucséss of the pragram was depegdent upon an aécamﬁdatian

ﬂ:itg- “Mutual adsptatign Eigﬂifiéa‘the sene phen;ﬂe
. .

%; Pedagagical thea:y

between the Eponsaré ai thé progrﬁm ani the sghacl Zyﬁtems which part;cipated 4in

Olla

i'
e

Tc the task of designing & program for Prafessicnal develapment for

it el

- =

Echacl aimznistr&tﬁrs “both of us brought predilectlans toward’ having lient-
4

leaﬁmers fully engaged 1n the design of learning &ctiv1ties=. ‘Some years priar
Y
ﬁD the pragram.under ccnsideratlan here one of us- had been extensively involved

in & state—v1de prggram aimed at improving programs for exceptiamai chilaren- ) é




. <. - &

i . B . . ' ! &
i . X

=%

~ The experience ad left a cansiaerable aistastﬂ fér prcgramg'whasé ébjebtivés'

anﬂ acti*itlfs were determlned by indivlﬁnsls ather than thcse mast iirectly

affected,v Betﬁ of us haﬂ been inVleed in tha teacher center mavementa—a move-

"ment eharacterised hy a strong cammitment ta—the idea of client ccntral. Finally,

the Qrigin—Pawn eanceptu&llzatian develﬂped by Eith&rd deCharms Ve VETT mﬂeh

e

b o .o
+ W

.:'1975)-> Itstaa suggeatei the impcrtanee af having particip&nts engageﬂ in the 5_9;
design af their own - pragrams ’ \ V = e S
These tendéncieg tQWErd gvaidancé.af Pre-EpE:ifiEd purpases and antivities>
were made manifest in st&ff’mamas prepared during the design phase of ﬁhe Pragram. L
Very early, f@r éxample, one of us vrate that thg pragram ! | |

...ahaula exemplify the sorts of agtivities which we would Want

[Participagtsj to use sngEQuently a8 they work with their\staffs;
[Theyj should learn hov to diagnose themselves ‘and their .environ-:
ments, to convert their dimgnoses into plans of actlcn, ‘and to: o
fallow—thraugh on those plans-“(DEEem’Der 1, 1972)" e T

:Aﬂather expressian of” the commitment towaza ﬂlienﬁ participatian in design is'f*,

‘ )
-:faund in a mema written hy the pr@gram.cﬂarﬂinatcr after the first Eessicn wzth

Eellaws'

To the extent that this program has had & design or a rat;anale B
for a design, it has rested thus far on the premise. that the. _

_ Fellows are in the best position to define their concerns, that

'the Fellows are in the best pogition to design prolects, and
that the staff's task is to stimulate and support such activities,
I believe that the Premise gtems not merely from an objective r
aspessment of re&lity; ‘it also reflects a desirable state’of ,
affairs. To borrow a phrase from the literature, I think we've - . . o .
bought the idea that the Fellows ought,to "originate their own o,

\behaviar,“ and that origin-like Behavigr on their part will splll :

“over into their on-the-Jjob behavior. ~(August 3, 1973). .

Perhaps such sentiments do not warrant the label “peiagcgicalsthecry“. However

they help distinguish the approach we used from the highlyvfatianalizea‘“c@mpetencyl
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“ ,ba!sed" appraach ta admin;stratcsr develcpment vhich wgs aprmglng up at the ,
ssme‘ time. a.s W‘E veré designing gu.r pragram.v “Learning ma&.ules 5 pre—sp&:if;ea .

' t:b,jectiv*es, am:gunta‘bility E;ncl the other paraphernalia of the camprehensive

z‘atie:nal sppraseh to administré.far develagment vere rej ected ‘as ve mud(lleci aur

way t}u‘c:ug’h the pr’agram. Far reasons vhich we: shall discuss subsequently, we

’;,:‘dia rot whc: 1y avoid Pre—pla.nning and prigr specifi:&tian of abjectlvesi

c

b

_Emaeva wet ‘nelieved that i’n Qri::r plann;ng a5 was necessary cau_'Ld be, set a.slieib
once: the gz‘ﬂgmm was uﬁﬂér way and the Feile:urs were e.bc;:ard to participate in-. |
the ;planning task. T’hu’s, in the mgnths before the gmgrsm gat u:;cler way the
budget wa.s m:t f‘ixed, staff roles were 1eft umspecifiei a.ncl pragram ac;t:uritiés

were largély miefinad;. ’, I o o ' \

Cﬂjjc::rtuﬂlsm L . o

~The unpredicta’bility and chaﬁ“geabil:t;y ci‘ Peogle &nd évents are viéw*ea by
_advm:&tes of rati::naL prablemﬁsqr&rlng as "1111111:5" vhich mitst ‘be cantrc)llécl ami .
Eurﬁéuted as much as passible. - The rgtmnalist hlg ab,jective firm;.y in m;nd
._!r;ﬂ,arshals reseu:ces ancl ﬂesigns gctivitiés in s nmanner intended to: at:h;,ave :pr'e— é;
, determined ije:;t:.ves " whatever D‘nstasles“may‘ appear gnd whateve;: appar‘tunities
. must b’é passed by. We didn't 'praeéed that waq,r ot all. As mud&lers we sm;pLy
meved alcmg, a:lti::ipat.mg that events wc:uli present themselves in wa.y‘s which |
"ceulci be prgductive ancl that obstacles cauld be circumvented. Thus, when the
Fellma's organized inﬁer—ci*ty vislts, it wasg the grg’blems and- pragr&ms and regources
! af the host city E?h;t‘;:h déterminei actrv_lt;es, Louisville had Suggrlntépagnt
. il A
» Eeamg.g W&Jkef and his un;que EtyLe jof aﬂm;n:istratmn, and’ s’c Walker and his '

"& admiﬂistratmn wvere the facal p@'/ fnt of our vis:zt to Lauisville. A class;u:

exgmple of cp’pgfttmism m:c:urred_ ﬁhen &8 :auplfe \of the Fdllows skipped: scmg '




Echeau;ed actj.vities ;Ln crder ta T-ts:teh -3 :eremany inveL’v*ing Muhammed A.’Li.

Ghilﬂish? 'ﬂat a.t all. I‘he Fellﬁﬂs mﬁ:ed tha.t the cgntat:t with Ali would" ’be

o

very helpfu:l ii:; their ie,alings with . stﬂieﬂts back :ln their’ hcme schools.. In-'

E

Mifmeagolis ‘and St. Paul, where one af the. ﬂatmn 5 most' ela.’berat.e develapments

'af a.lternativ’e educat;cn prcgrams was in apere.tian, examinatign of those prg— '
grams becane the. fnca;. Paint af &e:ti*vity, In Atia.nta the main’ tapic af interest
: s.mi the. r:.c?hegt R:ml c:f’ rescurcés were in the area c:f desegregation, an d tha.t

beea,me the i‘acal palnt "“for the;inter—icit;y sessian in Atlsnta-

i

*Oppﬂr‘tunism alst: was a fEStUIE of 'the deeisimnemaking pI‘QGEEEEE within

.
-

ities. Ill t:ne ::1t:y, meetings of the Féllmrs usua.l;Ly' dealt w1th matters af

rimmediate Lcca.i L“aném, th‘a meetings 'hecsme forums - far analyzing these matters
snd fer‘*‘exajilning the s,nalysis Pra:ess 1t.salf. In’ several cities the existence
of t.he progran Whs ﬁsed by PTlnGLPEls as a &evice for gaifiiﬂg éeeess ’tD their

. Superintﬂa.entss—figurss ﬁ‘lftEn deemed I‘Eﬂlﬂté a,na disengaged from the liveg af‘

E‘hig‘h schaal principals. _
What ‘the c‘ie.ta. 1nd:.catt=;, lrb Eeamé to us, is that QPpQrtuni ‘was v1ewed
as a ae,'sizab;te Etre;tégy. It was utilized ito force.. prcgram partlclpants to
assess the:J :ircumsta.ﬂces in terms of cpp@ﬁunit:.es presénted, rather than as
- barriers tr: ’ﬂrEﬁdEtEfmlﬂEd c’bjeetiVes, A:t. the same t::Lme appnrtunism braaﬂenad *
" the array t:f prggram aptic:sns fa:‘ béy’gni ‘the ’bguﬂdaries wh:.ch wauld ha\ré baen .
fixed if the central s*taff had tried to iden‘tif’y the a.vailable aptians. o

C; A user—ﬁl:iverg system

Eai‘l.ier we nétea our awa.:a;gness of the phem:mengn v:f "ownership" as &

péiagggica.l Justlflcatif:n for chcxas:.ng & nmrldling thraugh strategy; TllE.t

phe,najmengn ref‘ers primarily to ixﬁividual Prcgram participants, i.e, the Fellovs,
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‘ Hawewrer in a sense the rea.l ts:c-gets af the. pragrs.m were the school systems from

which the Fellmrs were dra:wn. An Dver—a.rchirig gcal af ’Ghe g}regram vas to encau:cage

' [ ¢ . -

these Systems to- esta:blish thefr own prcgrsms ?9% admlnistra'ter develajpment.

We lﬂlew tha:j; e::lmrtsti‘an and dem@nstratmn a.;l_ane wauld;l't VGI‘]*Z— Wé E.lst: senged !

&

th&t it vas essential to’ }ceep the des;gn of thé pragram 1&9%&, 80 that tzhe slaegific
ﬂeeds snd interests ef PEI“‘EICiPE.‘tng sz:ha@l systema could be: accamc:datea. Dale

Y

Ms.rm“has :alleri ‘bhis the 'ﬂserﬁdIiVen appraseh to change:--ﬂa term. akin tc the
mutuai adsp‘ba.tian phem:men@n discussed by the RAND studies on eiuc:a.taanal chaﬁge,

Selznick's cc:m:ept of co-optation is related He:‘e ve use M&nrn s label (Mann,

2

1977) Ve avaid,ea lgre—speuf;catian c:f program gnals E.nd program a.ctiv:,ties

Pa.rl:;l_y 111 DIELEI tca gfevide gpparﬁun;ties for the user—aﬂrjv*en t:t:xm:ept t.a play
u
itse],f out, It dz_ci. Fc:;‘ e:-:amp;e although the prc:gram vesg first visualized as

cad
Eerv;ng assistant prin;ipa;s, ‘one af the pgrticipating c:it-ies e;v:presse«i a Etrnng

preference for iesignaﬁiﬁg principals as ps.rtlcipants.. Désgi_te Some miagivings
[ =]

. the: request. was a&carsod&ted results were so positive that in smbseguent yea:s
pringipa.ls ‘becsme the ma.iu partléipents in the program. This :fesult (;ould B
“not ha:ve accurred if ve had haa a tightly .designed pragram inm acivame. In nuch
the same fashmn, cmr 1n:11iial Erpec‘batigns that we waula be selacting Tellows _7 -

' :Ercrm g.ppl;eantsg and that we would be selecting Local Caafdimsﬁbc:rsg ywere shot
dovm in saveral eitiés when the cities ‘simply pre-empted thase mé:isj.cns, in-
serting iﬂ the pmgi'sm persannel vho, in the cities jucigme:nt, ought. to be in

. the 'prc:grsm, Again it seemecl to us that the most sezi;sible thing to dci‘ wes to
accamoéa.té to these aevelt:pments ra£her than to iné’ist Upon QuUT OWn ﬁfeegﬁzgﬁicm;

We cau;i have iﬂsistéd .and we prébabl}" cauld have won in E:;:}F shavam;rn. But the

victory probably would have been a holloy one, and ul‘bimatel}* caumtezprgiuﬂtivei

.
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strayed taa far from ‘its palicy .
‘ : e‘,% i ‘ﬁ‘ -i;"-g = e S
. . * . . s T

In one senae, ‘we did muédle béeause we had too Gpting fnr the liea Qf

=

O ﬂwnership'by participants stressiﬁg the impaftanee of Qppgrtunismk and aecame—'g

dEiiﬂg needs and;nterasts of users fnfced Us “to nmuddle.- Nate ‘that Bur reasans“
i_ for mud&ling are- qu;te alfferent fram th@sa peaited by Iindblam, It'wég not’
our ovn 1imf§&iians as prabléms solvers that caused us ta mnddlea it{wéé*tﬁe

‘nature gf cur eemmiﬁments_ True e c@ulﬂ nat have teen much mure ratianal in

= =

the clasgical sense, even if we had wanted to b% due ta 11mitatians of infarmatlan,

:ﬁp; Wé wnulﬂ have had

ime,Aana the 1ike. ‘But. the paint is that ve didn‘t Wik
tc Bsérifige our cammitmenta to cvnérship, appartunism, snﬂ'a uaer—dtivan sygtam '
nxif fgrcei ta be clgssically ratignal‘ Such ' a sacrifice, in our opinlag, wnuld
have jeapardized the chances of success of the program, ?Fe:x?s, muddling

through &ppéErEd to be the most ratianal way to praeeed. -

3. 1mitatians on Muddling Through

! TD eu: cansiderable surprlsé we faund that we cculdn't muddle ag much as

nal madel ‘is limited by natural events) t

= ,5.{_1

we waﬂtéi ta.b Just as the raf

.y

"_' limitstluns on mué&ling th:@ugh. They were{ Ffirst, inertia- secand human mctl—

h_:'\ -

fvatién faeﬁgrs; end third, expecﬁatians af'ratianal;ty!

v

A _Inertia - . S

e : f .fThé pheriemerion identified by the fhyéieal eané&?ﬁ of ‘inertia represents
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the magar éraw%sck to our use af mu&illng thraﬁgh 8s’ a normetive model for prc-

' gram develcpment.v One of the alleged characteristlcs of "muddling uhraugh" is ~

a rémedigl arlentation. Howeverg ve’fouﬂd that early<experiences have a determi-

mined iartly by the host Fellows. The first general meeting iﬂ@lﬁﬂ%%;3§51ﬁ5

naxive éffect on the subseguent airectian af the Pragram, Sémé of the mgst'iﬁ—
psrﬁant narms asa sentiments present within the Fellowa thraughaut the flrst
Fellgwshlp year were largely detérm;ned by events of the first week of ‘the prcs

gram_ An early laek Qi financial guiael;nes, for example, was later earrected

il

But neverthglass Qed\t“‘prablems %ith funds that lasted thraughaut the year, .
Similarly, the relaticnshlp ‘that develeped between FEllQWE and st\}ﬁsat tﬁi\\
summer warksh@p had its problemgtic!aspects throughaut the year, ' xIn effect
rémediatlan ves not p3351ble within the first FElléVShi? year although it
vas pgsslble and ig dzd occur as we’ noved frcm Year one to year two.

Thére vere other instances where the phenamenan of 1nertia was present.

&

The'canﬁEﬁt of the genergl programn meetings held in each city was to be deter-

to %he Fellows' schools. Despite some misgivings about the value é%;@hgge
visits, registered after the meeting by some of the Fellows, tﬁe school visits
vere caﬂtinued in é;hsequenﬁ general meetings. In the final interviews the
school visits vere seen as comparatively unprofitable. It is interesting to

note that the school .visits continued as an element of the second year of the

program, The second year Fellows vere tald that one of the things the first
r .

. year group did was visit each others' schools, This pféctige continued through-

out the second year despite the opinion (again) that the visits were not too

productive. Whether the practice would have been initiated without the prompting

=
£

caused by the disclosure of vwhat the first year's group did cannot really be



. known. Once having been started, however, there seems to be no easy wey of
. breaking into the pattern short of digectistaff intefventigni But that causes
other problems. )

In. a sense a program cannot escape its ovn early history = at least

nét-withcut a,paﬁérful; and probably traumaépradusing, inﬁerventian; Tvwo of

Gouldner's §a£1y books point, in another context, to the potency of early

histt:zjr. In Vildcat Strike Gouldner (195kb) ties thé strike, at least in part,
:Sta the replacement of 01d Doug by Péele, described in“detail imn the eampanian

wark, Patterns -of Industrial Bureaucracy (Gouldner, 195ka). The "indulgence

pattern" under 01d Doug, characterized by rational discipline, second chances,
and flexiblé application of rules, among other things, could not simply be re-
placed by a different form of management without repercussions, The succession
of plant managers and the change in managerial approaches could not proceed
without the history of having operated under the igdulgéﬁcy pattern asserting
itself. ' |

o ¢

B, _Human motivation factors

Ancther limitat;on on the normative use of the muddling through model

gtems from human motivation factors. Scme participants were iﬂmgb;lised by
the absence of pre-specified goals. A few intérpreted the gbsence of goals as
& signal that they could goof off--spending a year'enjayingithe status associated
with being a “Fellaw“33tfaveiiﬂg éﬁout the gauntry on what osﬁeasibly vere
professional development programs but wh;ch turned into minisvacat;ans, and par-
taking of the companionship of others. Dur assump;ian that tpe Fel;aw§ would
geize ﬁhe opportunity to structure‘inaividualige& programns to accomplish their
aﬁﬁ prqussi@nal development goels simply was not fealistia;in all cases, But




EESES;; ’ . <o o . ‘ u
He were slovw to recognize or acknawleage gnother mgtiv§;ianal prablem

Which vas iire:tly assgci&ted with our muddling through str

’;égy. SDmefFellcwa

simply didn‘t believe us vhen we earnestly explainea that the ﬁrggram was their

prcgrama A staff member caught the prablem in .a mfmé when he referred to a
perception that cantinues to plague us, nanely that the program
gtaff has a preconceived plan or if they don't have a plan, they
do have some hidden agendas and end up manlpulatlng the Fellows. o=
And the unfortunate fact is that ths Fellows had g’r@u:n,as for their ‘suspicions.
‘We did communicate that we had agenda and expectatignsf ‘despite our professions
to the contrary. One sf the reagons for these e@mmunicatians niey be found in

the third limit to muddling: expectations of rationality.

_Expectations of rat;anality ' g

It is very well to declare oneself in favor af participant anershiP,
opporiunism, and user-driven programs. Yet, for reasons which may havefétammedi
from our own prior conditioning, or for reasons ?ﬁiéh vere correctly or in-
correctlf iméﬁted to fcuﬁdation officials and school officials in partiéipaiing
ﬁiﬁieg, we found ourselves unilaterally declaring progranm @Bjectives and uni-
laterally planning program activities., We assumed that we had to promise sgme;
ﬁh‘ ng (and deseribe sgmethiﬂg) when we asked big gity schaal superlntendents to

 praviae up to thirty days of released tlmé to some BL. their most vlsiéle end
critical middle managers. And so we talked about "goals" and ' cutcaé?s" end
we sketched out the activities whicﬁ we imagined would occur. To the extent
" that we aia 80, We ;gmgfamised our intentions to muddle thr@ughés We further

. compromised our intentions when ve met as & staff prior to the first summer
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) warhsh%Pg sketched aut an agenda and gome EthVitiESQ and set the data and place for the

v

wurkshapg' Scme Pre=piaﬂning seems to be 1nd§5pensab1e. But to the extént

%

that it @ceurrgd it limited our ﬂapacltx)ta muﬂdleffreely. . K N

Even vhen the prggram was under vaj and runnlng vell, there was an

unaer:urrént of umeasiness about the apparent lack of & c@herent get of abjectives

=

:ana'plans. Gémments such as the fgllgwing,htakén from field notes, are indicgtlve-
It worries me that (a large sum of
money) is committed to this and no

" plan is fixed,
At (the second city meeting) I
vondered what the hell we vere doing.

Exactly what do we want to agcampiish
) at these meetings? i ‘

= o=

EVliéntly the rational camprehensave madel is 80 ingrained that it cannot be

-

fully escaped, The” expectation of ratfonality limits the capacity bo muddle
. s 3 : .

g

- £hrough,

i— Muddling | Eetter é?

Ty i

The preceding parsgraphs mey indlcate that we vere inept muddlers. We
rejecﬁed the rational model when we opted for a muddliﬁg thraugh model, and then

we messed up the muddliﬁg model too. That may bei But that brings us to an in-

triguing qpestiﬁﬂﬂ What is the difference between muddling poorly and muddllng

I well? If we think of muddling through. slmply es a descriptive model, there can

AT

, be no difference, However we muddled by ghgice, i,e, as a response to our gaals
. . ’ ) . 5
of working in a usérﬁariven, opportunistic, ElientﬁGéntEféi program, Could ng
y :

bélieve_th&t muigling better means mudaling less. Our conception’ is 4iff erént
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Ve think we muddled better in Year IT than ve did in Year I/ Thet is,

ve Partially surmauntei gome of the 1imitaticns on muddling described in the

Pfeyigug pection. Fgg example, Vhile we certainly did not overcome the problen

4

of inertia, we tried %o apeliorate 4t by heightening comnsciousness of problems

that were identified,-end by p@intiﬁg to gaturéiaturning pbints where new direc-
tions could be imstituted. Ve dig not pull back from participant invqlvément-s

L

we structured for it mores ccpseiausly; Meetings ﬁith gecond year Fellows prior

to their Fellowship yeer provided an EppartUEity to canvey infy rmatlpn on the

structure of the summer workshop, to giyetthe brﬁadfautlznes of the Fellowship

year and to communicate our @wn position on prafes'lanal develngmggi}%ctlvlties,

Fellows® perceptiaﬁ of what the

The meetingsﬂvefe also the occasion to ehéek the
47

_ progran prDmiseﬂ and expected of them and ta)get their input regarding vhat they
—_ T

Is

would congider ta be ﬁ%afit&ble experiences for the Fell@wship yeara

A ccnsul%ant Wes hired for the segaﬂa summer warkshgp to pravide feed-

back on’ the develﬂping intEPPerSGE&l relatiansh%gs and to igtérvene if necessary.

Starting ylth the vorkshop, ana continuing through the yaar the Fellaws were

représentea'at all staff peetings.

We alge learned to hs léss obtrusive with formative evaluatign. During

the secand year, a smaller &maunt of data vds generated but it was more focﬁ%ep :

i‘\
and more dire:tly tieiLta fel .needs of the Fellcwsi We did not try to faree‘
&

chaﬁges vhen 1t lagked like forc¢ing would generate unnecessary resistance, /

Additionally we introduced elemants of the rational 'model. The

. ) . ) L
" meetings with Fellaus~to-be prior to their Fellowship year, as described
%

15

above provided for an early %Le&?fiaaticn of program goals--but with input .

| 1 " o ' ,_? , “ - 3



1

, Lk /
=‘g ircﬁ the participants. Further, we hed learned frcmagipériEﬂﬂe. We had, in
béfféct, looked at al%ernatives and ccnsegpences much more clogely by the time
§g- g %bé Eéegﬂi yeer b?gan. Ve modified the(sugmer vérkshap, wve added a Black stéff

gerséz, we eli@inated the yrajeef idea as it was earlier conceived.

The gecond year of the program went ﬁuch more spoothly--and we think
mﬁre preduetivelyh-than th? first. The Eiplanatiang we think lies in the fget that

&

e adééi'gqme elemegts gf the ratianal madel withaut receding from the muddling
_ 7

r

‘through model. -

5. Discussion . . - -

9

,ﬁefqre proceeding to a discussion of au§3findingsi let us summarize them.

First, ve found that Lindblom's deserlptlan gf the muddling thraugh stretegy

Y£{4" ‘our case quite nicely. We muddlea thraugh in pretty muéh the same nanner

. 4hat Lindblom says muddlers muddle. -We el3o meddled & bit with the muddle mo ode1
when ve suggested a gixih campgnent—-a ccmpanemt stressiﬂg the significance of
iiming in policy decisions. But aurrmajar aisagreement with Lindblom stems from
our investigatién of the reasons for nuddling. We muddled, not bécau§§ ve had

) %ﬁ\xite, but Pecause we chose to. We weulin‘t have used§the rational ééﬁprEEEEsivé .

modél even if we had had the capability. Muadling, for us, was a strategy dictategg

Ty normative. cansideraﬁiamsﬁ
There are some obvious limitatians Hhiﬂh we should acknowledge et this

advocating a mudd;ing through stretegy.

' point, Firgt, ve are not necessarily

"OQur point is Slﬂﬂly that prefe:enee rathéf'than thE‘ﬁecess;ty presumed by Lindblom,
. may lead an aamlnistratar to choose a muddling thraugh strategy rether than a

+

' yetional comprehensive strategy. That happengg\in our case, To-ascertein whether
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Mo such a choice is gﬁvﬂse one réquifés cdmpératiVeianElySés and %ialﬁgﬁigns
= : .o
. vhich we did not undertake. All that our study can do is to sugges} that the

L

*  muddling through model, like the rational mgaeli can be treated in normative terms.
. Rather than treating the former as prescriptive and the latter as descriptive,
both can be viewed prescriptively. -

A second limitgtion is that our analysis is based on a single case,
However we don't think thaﬁ our case: is ﬁnique_ We suggest‘that‘the:narms of

participant aﬁnership, opportunism, ‘and nutual adaeptation a;ekwidespreai,
. g va -
particularly in learning-related’organizations such as schaalg,!univeréitieé,

and ‘adult educéﬁia%;prcgramsg To take but one exemple, consider the classroom

" teacher and her "lesson plan". The glgggag plan™ notion is predicated on the )
O '

¢lassical Prabiemasajvigg strategy. ’But lesson Plans are widely ign@redi‘"?éyhaps

’Kx

. ~ : ) . ) C o -, .
they are ignored because they aren't very goed,;-or because teagggis aren't vgiy

rational.  But our analysis suggests aﬁathergpassiﬁility:jﬁegch;rs prefer to’
. muddle through. Maybe teachers are doing the right thing. Gaﬁsidg: ycu: ?wn

g{iiziBE‘semiﬁars:-dm they reflect the muddling tkrough model or ‘the rational
: - ) : . - . {
iziiEL?H We don't know. But based on outr single cese we venture to propose that . °

"’gliné may be Tairly wiﬂespré%d strategy which is based on normative considerations.
- , _ : o
N . Pursuing the legson plan analog a bit further brings ws to a third 1imi- \

tetion. We examined the bepinnings of a program--its first two years. Infsuc—
ceeding years routinization and bﬁreaucratizatigniset in, Muddling through may
be a strategy used most often at the design phase of a program, or a seminar,

or a course of instruction. .
That lest observation--that muddling through may be particularly common

at the design phase of a program--sets bhe stage for some further observations

oo
-




.about muddling thruugh as a normative decisian strategya One is that despite y

thé natcriety achieved by Lindblcm ] mcdel it has been widely ignered by .

A

empir icists: Dror (196L) and athers have ,s.ttgckgd the model on narma.tlve
é groundss arguing that muddling thrcugﬁ;is not apprgpriate to the needs of public
palicymaking in our timé- But that is nat émpiriclsm. P:acticing administr&tcfs
scfupulausly avgid labeling their own hehaviar as muadliﬁg thrcugh“' We dan o 2
blame then, Liﬂdblcm 5 choice of a 1abel vas most unfortunate. No one wants to

be known as a nuddleragsad or bad, Havever by failing to examine muddling thraugh
A3

‘as an abjective phengmenan, practitianﬂrs have iailed H? adiress impgrtant

c:p.:tes‘t:rie‘:\nss i.e. the guesti@n of whether ond can "middle better . Sc:n:ial -

5

scieatists slso have gvaidad the stuay of mudaling thraugh Empiricists such as

3 L®
Allisan (1971) Petersan (1975) and cha and D‘Shea (1975) have Epurnea Lindblam 8

TF

A maiel in favgr of more respeetable—saumaing mgiels basea on Eenﬁépts of

Bureaucragy, organlzatianal prQGESEEE, interest graups, barga%niﬂg, utility,
: ) é’

“agi the like) If muddling thraugh is as prevalent as Lindblam (ahd experienéé)

"i;tE more diree%%exgﬂinatian than it has received in the two .
. - . / Tl

* ‘decades since pﬁbiicatiﬂn of "The Science of Muddling Thrcugh"

: It is imterestiﬂg ta note that the classical model is no longer sacréd.
Aniong ﬂther m‘iters, MeLaughli (1976), Fullan 1972!\ and Derthi:k (1972).
have ?Lestianed whether th; féticnal médel 15 gPpraprlaﬁe in a soclety vhich
’ 'distributes authority very broadly. We /were garticularly intrigued by Dale
Maﬂn's (lQTT) gaper on design Epecificaf;ons for user-driven feéeral programs. =
Mann® ) specifigatians include many elements of a muddling threugh model. Some

E]

Jgf those elezenﬁa tgke cagnizance of the déscriptive phenoman vhich we called

. ‘m‘
N
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‘on those moments. vhen it$ users' self-interests are nost clearly .engaged” (p. 13).
R : , - N N S
HE'alag'nétés the significance of “naﬁural»entry points", as ve did, However -the

i
mgst str;king feature of Mang 8 paper is that its spec;fieatiaﬂs for a user—driven

' ~Eystem are narmativei Mann agkngwledges the aeSlfabilityraf a,ﬂesign strategy

which takes &gccumt af user neédseand parti:ipant anership. Mann might have gone

‘furthér in eassiieriﬂg the signlficanse of crpartunismg At any'raté, it appears =
that Mann is warkiﬂg on the problem of "muddling better" o It's a good prabiém.

¢

To Mann' spegificatians for thase who chose to muddle thraugh we wauL& aﬂd

_{ these precepts:

b}

éfr%ﬁ,‘bé’é?épafédvF;; ﬁfitfélﬁm. TﬁeirétjqnaiE;ﬂ@prehenslvé model is
50 iggraiﬁed In gur'thinging aéd-fn"éur i;sﬁitutians~that;the absence of pre-
: speclfled ggals Eﬂd astlvltlas Is likeiy to be mistaken-for lnépt tude. This
f is particularly true in an era s0 deepﬂy aammlttad to the rltuals of the classi:al
.:Wmﬂdelg PERT-charts and mudd!ing thraugh are not very compatible. And muddling
thrnugh iIs anathema to the EEﬁEUﬁtEbl‘!SES-
Second, stay ]aoseﬁ Changling envi ronments present new @ppcrtunltles.
Z'Ghanéing‘ﬁlient characteristics generate. new perceptions and needs.g'These .
;.phepéméﬁa»require a continuous pFéﬁeSSlﬂF fé-designg In difFerené terms, program
p!anning;shaﬁid not only preeédevpfagram operation; it should be a continuing §
part of ér@gram operation,

Final ly, watch out for inertlg; ’éﬂ]dEﬁFﬂpéaftuﬁijES may be missed
lFfﬁrog%Em maﬁagers are locked into routines. ;Hid;aaurse corrections and a
reﬁadial orientation ﬁay be confounded by iﬁertla;. Resistance té change is
nﬁt'éjéﬁEitimé phenomenon which can be cvercumgf it is}aiwayé‘préseﬁt as a

é .
limit to muddling through.
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